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BAY-DELTA ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT CARD 1996-1999
INTRODUCTION The plan lists 145 actions to save fish, conserve water, CONTENTS
Everyday, millions of Californians use, and sometimes protect wetlands, reduce pollution, and facilitate environ- Report Card Summary ........................2
inadvertently abuse, the waters of the San Francisco Bay- mentally sound land use decision-making. It was developed
Delta Estuary.. by the San Francisco Estuary Project, a cooperative federal- Wetlands ..................................6

state partnership organized through the U.S. Environmental Regulatory and Scientific Integration ............11
Shippers load and unload cargo and ballast water from for- Protection Agency’s National Estuary Program. The project Economic Incentives for Local Government ....... 14eign ports; families fish off the pier for Sunday dinner; brought together 100 private, government and community
industries cool, wash, dilute, recycle and discharge, interests to develop a consensus plan, which was then Urban Runoff ..............................15
In homes, toilets are flushed, on streets, oil is changed, in signed by the Governor and the U.S. EPA Administrator Watershed Management .....................17
gardens, roses are sprayed, all adding pollutants to the in 1993. Exotic Species Control .......................19
stream of wastewater and stormwater flowing into our The CCMP remains the only approved, completed ecosys- CCMP Awareness ...........................22rivers and the Bay. Tailpipes churn out smoke and dust that temwide plan for balancing environmental protection and
rain and runoff carry back into the water, beneficial use of the Estuary’s resources -- and thus serves Awareness of Estuary Resources ................ 23 I~.
Big dams block rivers and collect drinking water, and big as the perfect litmus test for a report card on how we’re Reglonal Monitoring ........................24

~I~pumps and canals convey it to homes and businesses doing. The Estuary Project released the first such report card CCMP Integration Other Programs .............23
throughout the state. In some years, droughts steal sup- in 1993 (CCMP Workbook), which totaled up progress on all ~’~
plies, in others storms overwhelm levees and flood homes. 145 actions. This report card looks at the top ten critical Appendix A: Wetlands Accounting ..............26

.But no matter what the weather, there’s never seems to be issues of recent years, priorities chosen as in special need of New Priorities, New Frontiers 1999-2004 .........28
enough water to keep the fish healthy, the marshes wet and attention and action. The priorities zero in on 31 CCMP
the thirst of millions slaked, actions. Efforts to implement the actions -- some as small
A host of government bodies, meanwhile, manages and reg- as urging boaters to scrape Atlantic zebra mussels off their AGENCY ABBREVIATIONS

ulates all these activities. One roans the export pumps and boats before heading west, some as large as monitoring the Army Corps: United States Army Corps of Engineers

controls reservoir releases; another protects endangered frogs entire Sacramento River system for contaminants -- are list- BaYDevelopmentCommissiOn:commissionSan Francisco Bay Conservation and

and birds; another issues health warnings to consumers of ed herein. The scope of any such accounting in an area B-rRec: United States Bureau of Reclamation
Bay fish. Some decide how much pollution must be remov- draining 40% of California remains near impossible, but a CALFED: CALFED Bay-Delta Program
ed from an industry’s wastewater before it can stream into fair share of the major efforts appear on these pages, espe- Coastal Conservancy: California Coastal Conservancy

rivers and the Bay. Some decide how many acres of wetlands cially those of large government bodies that often fall short Cal Fish & Game: California Department of Fish and Game
Central Valley Regional Board: Central Valley Regional Water

or feet of streamside willows must be bought or built in order on the job of reporting back to the public. Quality Control Board
to offset losses to shoreline development. Environmental and In February 1999, the S.F. Estuary Project brought together Dept. of Water Resources: Department of Water Resources
community groups, meanwhile, champion more flows, more its stakeholders to revisit the top ten priorities. The group IEP: Interagency Ecological Program

S.E Estuary Institute: San Francisco Estuary institute
wettands, more freefiowing creel~ and fewer chemicals for expanded and refined the top ten, to target some of the S.F. Estuary Project: San Francisco Estuary Project
the sake of the environment, tougher new issues of the time, including multi-media pol- S.F. Regional Board: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
In this context, what is it that environmental managers and lution problems (where pollutants move between air, land Control Board

concerned organizations and communities should be doing and water); agricultural runoff; wetlands protection by indi- state Board: California Water Resources Control Board
U.S. EPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency

to protect and restore the Estuary? That "To Do" list came vidual landowners; integration of the myriad estuary u.s. Fish & Wildlife: United States Fish and Wildlife Service
out in 1993 in the form of the Comprehensive Conservation research and management programs; and freshwater flows

ond Management Plan for the Bay and Delta. for the Bay, not just the Delta.
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REPORT CARD SUMMARY

WETLANDS -- In terms of the numbers, fewer wetlands and riparian INTEGRATION & REGIONAL MONITORING --
With only 3-4% of the Bay-Delia’s historic wetlands still zones have been protected through acquisition since 1996 Those outside of government have long clamored for the

intact, it’s no wonder that local interests have identified pro- than in the prior three year period, falling from 18,677 bureaucratic behemoth to become more efficient, and for it
retting and restoring wetlands as a top priority, critical to acres in 1996 to 10,183 in March 1999. During the earlier to catch up faster with the latest science and politics. These
the future health of the estuarine ecosystem. Major leaps period the vast majority of reported acquisitions were bay- priorities call for better integration of the myriad regulatory,
ahead on the wetlands front since 1996 include much more lands (namely the unusually big purchase of almost I0,000 planning, management and scientific research programs
detailed scientific research documenting the historic and acres of North bay salt ponds), whereas the more recent being undertaken on behalf of the Bay-Delta Estuary, and its
current extent of Bay wetlands, better (but still inadequate) review included much larger acreages of riparian zones and users, and for expansion of existing scientific monitoring
accounting of wetland losses, better monitoring of the suc- floodplain (6,106 acres in the San Joaquin River Wildlife programs. But progress remains slow and illusive on this
cess of restoration efforts, and new science-based goals for Refuge alone). Acres protected by perpetual conservation front.
where and what kind of wetlands we need to create in the easements over private lands in the Central Valley and
next 100 years to have a healthy Bay. These efforts, corn- Suisun Marsh grew from 67,292 to 75,000 acres between Since 1996, the S.F. Estuary Institute’s Regional

bined with some government driven planning efforts in the 1996 and 1999. Monitoring Program (RMP) has certainly improved and
broadened its $2.9 million per year, discharger-funded test-

North Bay and CALFED’s efforts upstream, provide the Funds to accomplish acquisition goals remain very limit- ing of Bay waters and sediments for contaminants and
essential building blocks for creation of regional wetlands ed, requiring more patching together of dollars from water quality violations. The S.F. Bay Regional Water Board,
management plans. But such efforts have also raised the ire diverse sources. The only sizable chunk of new change for in turn, has used the data generated as a consistent refer-
of private landowners, shoreline businesses and duck club acquisition and restoration came from the state’s Prop 204, ence point for its regulatory actions and policies. The
owners whose lands may be targets for restoration. CALFED, and the Category III Fund -- funding sources that Institute, meanwhile, has expanded scientific research into
Addressing their concerns may be an essential next step. may reinforce the trend toward more river-oriented acquisi- other areas identified as critical by the priorities, among

tions aimed at restoration in the Delta. them wetlands, watersheds and exotic species. Examining
.~. .. On the restoration front, the number of acres actually how land use affects pollution, water management and

’~ restored or enhanced grew from at least 8,137 acres in restoration efforts remains a big gap, however.
1996 to at least 13,656 acres of wetlands in March 1999. Better integration may also result from the fact that
The number of restoration projects in the planning stages, research efforts throughout the Bay-Delta now include
many with no guarantee of construction funding, also much more work on ecosystem processes and linkages,
swelled, from at least 12,693 acres in 1996 to 19,109 acres with the Institute, U.S. Geological Survey and Interagency
i~ March 1999 (note, a few projects have stayed on the Ecological Program all undertaking studies targeted at filling
planned list since 1996). Where most projects might have data gaps so that water and restoration managers can make
been undertaken as mitigation for development of wetlands more informed decisions. In the same time period, the new
in the past, the vast majority of current projects are aimed concept of "adaptive management" has gained support and
at the health of the ecosystem. The acreage of wetlands substance as government agencies recognize the need to

!ii~iii~ ’::~.~i I,~ a~r~ restored far outpaced that lost, if inventories of permitted constantly "adapt" their activities to new findings and con-
,~.~.~ L:~::~:~:~.~=.~ii.,.~.. development projects are to be believed. Finally, programs ditions. If CALFED can carry out its promise to phase in
~==~" ~",:".~’~: providing incentives to individual landowners to flood their modification and restoration of Delta waterways, and assess~?~::~ ...... land for seasonal waterfowl and wetlands continued to ecosystem responses via an elaborate and extensive system

grow-- enhancing or restoring over 90,000 acres as of of monitoring and research, and then adjust its actions
1999-- but did not keep up with demand(the owners of accordingly, then government management will have
at least 47,000 acres still want to sign up). indeed improved. But that is far in the future.
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Lastly, an increasing emphasis on "watershed" manage- URBAN RUNOFF --
ment -- in which sources of pollution, land use and restora- The Bay’s come a long way since the yellow, smellytion efforts are looked at on a watershed scale -- has great waters of the 1970s. Citizen outcry and clean water legisla-
potential to break governments and local interests out of tion have resulted in strict and effective controls on most
their boxes. Likewise, recognition of the need to address pollutant dischargers coming out of a pipe. Today, just as
cross-media pollutants like diazinon and dioxin -- which are throe years ago, the most significant source of many
traveling through air, water and land -- is forcing air and Estuary pollutants is stormwater runoff from streets, parking
water agencies to talk turkey. But like adaptive manage- lots, landscaping and other urban surfaces, as well as from
ment, all these efforts are still only in the fledgling stages, farmfields upstream.
As a whole, progress on integration and monitoring expan-

Recent years have produced a proliferation of city, county I~.
sion has fallen far short of what’s necessary,

and community programs aimed at controlling the urban
runoff that is the central thrust of this report card priority.                                                      I~.

ECONOMIC INCENTIVES -- Most of these programs rely heavily on public education
Local governments are really where the rubber meets the activities ranging from storm drain stenciling programs to

road, at least when it comes to wetland, creek and water- COKE cans carrying pollution prevention messages to a
shed protection. All the regional, state and federal initia- pilot Integrated Pest Management project focusing on WATERSHED MANAGEMENT -- No matter how many
tires to save such resources can’t go anywhere until local stores selling garden pesticides. A particular new target of pollution problems get fixed, creeks get cleaned and wet-
governments make it part of the fabric of local land use latter days is erosion from development construction sites lands get restored down on the waterfront, what happens    O I
decision-making. Providing economic incentives to local -- with the association of Bay Area stormwater agencies upstream can easily ruin progress. Since the mid 1990s,
government to do right by the environment is the focus of and the S.F. Regional Board doing an effective song and water managers, regulators and watchdogs at all levels have --I
this priority. A fair amount of progress was made on this dance of education and enforcement. Meanwhile, the S.F. & recognized the need to manage water quality problems
front with passage of state Proposition 204 in November Central Valley Regional Boards recently began developing from the headwaters in the ridges and mountains right
1996, which provided $15 million for counties and local new measuring sticks and regulatory hammers aimed at down to the Bay and Pacific Ocean. State and federal poll-
agencies to undertake restoration projects in the curbing mercury, pesticides, and several other pollutants in cies and programs increasingly emphasize coordinated
Sacramento, San ]oaquin and Trinity River watersheds ($I 0 the Bay-Delta watershed. These take the form of setting watershed-based approaches to water quality issues. Since
million has since been awarded). Apart from this single total maximum daily allowable loads (TMDLs) for each pol- 1996 watershed management plans and programs have
source of new incentives upstream, the Clean Water Act’s lutant in each water body, but work on this front is still very been developed throughout the Estuary region, including
319(h) program continued to provide funding for water- much in the R&D phase, major initiatives on the Sacramento and Napa Rivers, and in
shed management and nonpoint source pollution control -- the Santa Clara basin, and smaller programs focusing on

Bay Area and Central Valley creeks. However, all are essen-providing dollars to I 0 local agencies in 1997-I 998. But as One massive source of pollution flows to the Bay -- tially volunteer and stakeholder based, and most are ham-a whole, not nearly enough incentives have been provided transportation systems -- remains largely unaddressed, pered by the enormous research and consensus-buildingto facilitate local government action on a substantial scale, however, despite being spelled out in the fine print of this requirements necessary to address large land areas andand new development -- which often impacts wetlands, priority. Likewise, enforcement of existing laws regulating diverse land uses and human activities. Full implementationcreeks and watersheds -- continues to be the best source of discharges of contaminated stormwater continues to lag.
revenue to local governments, an inherent conflict, of this worthy priority will require much more political will

and funding. In the meantime, no new watershed protec-
tion plans have been incorporated into local general plans
since 1996.
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isms arrive from foreign ports via ship’s ballast water, and PUBLIC AWARENESS & CCMP INCLUSION --
Bay Delta Wetlands & Riparian once discharged into our waters there’s very little anyone The last three priorities call for building public support for
Habitat Improvements 199ti-99 can do to control their spread, short of poisoning the entire implementation of the CCMP, making sure that the CCMP’s

system. So considerable effort, largely on the part of already approved actions are built on by and reflected by
Baykeeper and the Marine Conservation Center, has gone other major Estuary management and planning efforts, and
into focusing attention on the ballast water issue. As a creating more public awareness about the need to protect
result, the Port of Oakland plans to adopt mandatory ballast and restore the Estuary. Clearly, the CCMP, as a plan with-
water exchange requirements for ships docking at its berths out a strong and well-funded implementing body, has got-
early next century, the S.F. Regional Board has listed exotic ten little attention and generated little action in and of itself
species as a pollutant threatening beneficial use of the in the past three years. However, it has found a valuable
state’s waters under the Clean Water Act, and the U.S. EPA new purpose as a reference point for this report card, and
has received a petition backed up by a letter from 17 legis- for future accountability on the part of the hundreds of par-
lators urging them to roll back Clean Water Act exemptions a[lel efforts to provide drinking water, save our salmon,
for discharges "normal to the operation" of vessels. The restore wetlands and build a healthier estuarine ecosystem.
Coast Guard, meanwhile, will release voluntary national
guidelines for ballast water management in April 1999, a Its consensus building effort long ago has certainly laid

possible prelude to mandatory regs. Likewise, many local the groundwork for many successful environmental projects
groups (including the S.F. Estuary Institute and Project, and and programs undertaken by its participants today. A few of
Seagrant) have conducted and publicized new research, its initiatives -- among them the S.F. Estuary Project’s
spread the word through newsletters and conferences, and Delia’s In-Channel Islands program -- have been adopted

~ by CALFED. All the attention bestowed on CALFED, mean-Bay ltl~oflc begun boater and shipper outreach programs on exotics
~ & issues, while, fails to acknowledge the Delta-centered program’s

lack of attention to important Bay issues and actions identi-
21.600 Meanwhile, fish and wildlife managers continued to bat- fled in the CCMP.

ee~da~ & tle problem species already in the system. Some scrambled
Non-Tidal to separate a sudden horde of clawing mitten crabs from But the public, finally, is definitely more and more aware

10.183 13~6 19.1~ fish salvaged from the suck of the water export pumps in than it was of the Estuary and its trials and tribulations.
~,. ~ ~ 1998. Some treated Lake Davis to remove the voracious Clear progress has been made in creating public awareness

Acquisitions Restoration Planned eay-D~l~ Bay-Della Northern Pike (this fish even eats ducks), and to prevent its through conferences, newsletters, education programs and
1~J6-99 CompletedRestoration Current Historic spread to the Delta. Some teamed up to stop the Atlantic this report card. Today, there are numerous programs and

1996-99 3/99 WeUa.ds Wetlands vehicles designed to increase public awareness of the~’s zebra mussel from crossing the lOOth Meridian via inter-
CCMP’s goals and plans, and dozens, if not hundreds, of"Sources: 1999 REPORT CARD end 1998 SIERRA TO THE SEA report, THEBAY state boat traffic. Others tackled invasive flora such as

~NST~TUTE" Atlantic cordgrass and giant cane, which are wreaking school-based education programs focusing on the Estuary
increasing havoc on wetland and creek restoration efforts, and promoting environmental stewardship.

EXOTIC SPECIES -- Of all the priorities, perhaps the most progress has been

Three years ago scientists announced that San Francisco made on this front -- compared to a mere scraping the

Bay was the most invaded estuary in the world, and since
surface in the 1993-1996 report card period. Despite the
gathering momentum, however, no actual mandatory con-then a lot of local momentum has built up for stronger

state and federal regulation on the issue. Most of the trols on ballast water have yet been made law.

invading clams, worms, crabs, fish, plants and other organ-
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WETLANDS ~-°
r..o

PRIORITY 1 o,
o Expand, restore and protect Bay.Delta wetlands.

Government On-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities

Action Pub,c, private and cooperative plans, Examples of specific, local
programs end good intentions completed or m-progress projects ~ Roadblocks for Further Progress

WILDLIFE 1.5 , * Creation of a new North Dells National Wildlife 111 ¯ In the Bay-Dells, at lea= 13,856 sor~ of ..we~ar~!;~:~:. Lack of s clear, =tong =ate policy on the conver- ¯ Use reclaimed water to restore wetlands and
Refuge was approved by U.S. Fish & Wfld~fe’jlt’"i ’, have been restored {6.100 acres) or en~ :’~ aion of farmland for bebltst restoration,ln 1998, = dilute salts at former salt ponds slated for

Identify and convert or restore July 1997, with a potential size of as n~n~a=,~ ~,~ (7,556 acres) since !998 (not |ndudtng ~r~i’~:;~: farming intere=s raised questior~ about the rel- , restoration. The Sonoma County Water Agency
4&000 acres. The Service is now prepa[i~g e,n.~ , ~-: projects -- nearly double the amount �~)d." ,~ alive environmental and public good valuers of " ’: is already exploring how to pipe recla~me~ W~t~non-wetland areas to wetland or       environmentst assessment that eddresN# tr.~ ,!~ in the 1993-1996 accounting (8,137 ~cre~t). P~::"~,:, farmland versus habitat, and ce(led for c~=i~er- , into the Napa-Sonoma marshes for bittern

riparian-oriented wildlife habitat. !’. ferofProapectlalandfromBuri~ctoRsh.~’= ,~ for28pro}ectanowootheboo~would~t0~’t,’;.!~ ationofpotentialmitigefionfo~thehundred=~ lion andSenJoeeiaintere=edinfindinpn~;v’:
. . Wildlife, as well as acquisition of other l~ ltt i~ ~.~ a~litional 17,878 acres and enh~u~:~ anOtl~r !,~,,’~: thousands of acres proposed for conversion~oy ’ uses for its reclaimed water.

the Yolo Bypass. Prior s~gnificant rester, ation ":. !~ acres (some of these projects have no guare~tee;i~!.~, CALFED. " ¯ Champion a coordinated effort to slow thq
work on the Yolo Basin Wetlands ~rved, as,it :~: ~. of implemectation funding) -- also an inc~e~ ’:.!i. ~~i~ New research shows that many n~oratlon p~r0j- , sion of Atlantic cordgrase..
catalyst for the new refuge, which wi{[ ~ye~g~t~,,:": over the 1993-1998 levels (12,693 acr~). An ~!:"~i ecta on former salt ponds and bayfend~ arp ’ ¯ Seek grants through the new federal F ve-Siarinclude a combination of open water end ze~’~-:ii~i tional 3,579 acres and 200,000 feet of Wetlan~ ~ i’~ ;i quickly invaded by Atlantic cordgra= (see= " Re=oration Program, an outgrowth of President;sonal and tidal wetlands. ’ ,. ’ ;;!~ and riparian zones have been ~reated or are ,; ~i ~i Priority 6, AR 2.3) -- p~nicularly near large l~eed Clinton’s Clean Water Action Plan. Grant~ of¯ The In-channel Island V~rkgroup organized°by ;’!~ planned as m~gation projects as of Mqrch 1.99~;=,,.! sources in the South Bay. How to ed~res~ ~u~ : $5,000-$20,000 are to support community basedthe S.F. Estuary Project col[ectsd 25 a]gna~re=: i il;: ¯ Major Bay-Delta w=iand re~toratio~ projects ~x~i~i problems has not been resolved, wetland and riparian restoration projects, to
on a coordination of efforts agreemed~to g~!-~E pleted since July 1996 or now u~e~or~,r, u~i0r~:~i~~.

Poor documentation of wetlands Io= to small " = build diverse partnerships and to foster natu~lthe Delta’s 800-odd island fragments, Whi~ ere ~.i{ include Msrin’s Gel]inns and Rush Cree~; $~1 =.~.i ~ fills and under ’nationwide" permits, ’ resource stewardship.
home to fish, wildlife, wetlands and rl .pa~."!an"’~ . 1.’,~! F~ancieco’s Cdssy Field; the East Bay’s Arr~,~J~’!i’
plants. The program is now condu~g ~i~i~;= Martin Luther King 8bersiine and Ore Loma :.:
and permitting for four demonstration n~t0~:~; ~;~ Marsh; the North Bay’s Tolay Cred~ Point Ed~ :,. ~ -
tion projects - one on Little Tinsley islar~d~and~"!~; Bey Point Marsh and Martinez Shore~t~ .M~h~ i~-~:i! :,
three off Webb Tract. The projects Wiiltezt e~ ~ and the Delta’s Venice Idand and $~ Lake~~" [:
(as opposed to herd rip rap) techniques f~ J~l!:~fi~ refuge. ..!-ii’ , :,’-~:i
erosion contro, and promot~n
osltion. Results will be passed oo to e~i~.nde, S.,~. i! ~ ¯ In the BaY regi°n’ wetland acreage r~t~:~’~Ld ~ ’ ! ii:~~                                                                 "
and landowners interested In channel ~ ~tt~[L ~::;t

enhanced continued to outpace the arn0vnt
re=oration (see also Priority 10), "" !:: ; ~i development, according to the S.F; R~gk~ftal,.:: ~. ~ :’.i~7

¯ California Partners in Fltght lauded e.~:~,: ectsoverthepe=dacad&The/og.~u~.~t~t~’~
Riparian Habitat Joint Venture in 1994, and ha~."7 lea= 557 acres were lost to developme~ ~ ~:,~, "
since secured signatures from 18 f~le~a!, ,sty_! :i:~ 1988-95, with a compensating 5~ created,or . i ,-~ ....
and private organizations to protect a~d..er~, ~.!~i~, restored, and 632 enhanced, during the sarn~ ~a ?-ii
habitats for native landbirds. .. ,: : !~, ~::= period. For the period of 1996-199~, 7! ~r~.’l,V~r~; !i: .¯

~ ’ ¯ The 1996 Water Resources & Dev~lopmen~ ~J~!!i lost and 145 created or re=or¯des ~tig~,," ~::~ , .:.
¯ earmarked $800,000 (thanks to tha.~ffo~ ~{ t .h~-i ~". What’s unclear is whether the ecolngicat Ya~L~, ~ ~.~

San Pablo Bay Partnership) for |n-~depth ~.h~: the wetlands restored equals thoes of ~!y ~ :, :!~ "

research and assistance for North Bay .L’~.,o~ :~ ¯ The beneficial reuse of dredged n~terial 1;0, ,: : .~ - ~:~
tion projects. A plan for the program ’,-~’;,~l~ ~,. enhance habitat re=orstion contin~ tO I~ ~ i~ "
primarily focused on identifying and p,rio, rft~llg! ;:4 ploned by local agencies and the met~a l~,~ :~! ~. i !
North Bay projects, and on analyzing spP~p~i~.:i Projects following in the footsteps pf ~ pilot .i;-;.i :’-~ ~ i "
restoration options for each project--:]~ p,~ ~,,~, i:i Sonoma Baylands project are p~anr~d or under~ ? ~,
being developed by the Army Corps. P~ot~t, ,-:, way at Marin’s Hamflton base, Oa~n~ M~!S ,:~.i~ :...:
projects for technical esalatsnce inqlude ~ !: ~ -~ Harbor, and Solano’s Montezuma Wett~qds." ~’ :~,~
Sonoma Cree~, Miller Creek, Amer~aq ~nWn~.~’̄  In the legal Delta, theDepattment ~Wat~r .. ;’-
Creekand P no eCreek The Cqrpe e a~:~" ~e~,i:.~: Resourcescontinuestowork~ pr~ect and~:,~
ing’additional funding. ’ :’~’ J’ .... shaded dr¯fine habitat (SRA} under ~a flood

~ i...’Z~: : ~ :~" enhancement projsots since 199~ have ll~loded ~: .:=..~ :,
~ :~:: = ;. initial construction work co Batano’sPro~g~ct’:,i: ~i .

Island that. will lead to. creation Of .20’ 000 ..l~a~If!~; ~: !, .... =        /
of SPA in 1999; p(annmg for crsal~q~ ~ 1:,100 f~/~.
of SPA on Canal Ranch; moo~f]ng ~ r~r~

a two acre island off Sherman hdar~ I;:~.n’r~~;~,~
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WETLANDS~o~

PRIORITY 1.

Govemment On-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
programs and good intentions completed or in-progress projects & Roadblocks for Further Progress

¯ Complete the new Alameda wildlife refugeWILDLIFE 2.2                          Ecosystem Goaisrecommendatto~(e~P~,~,~ * Severalregionallyextin=mar~l~pie~sar’e       ¯ No steps to make meneged mar~h~ support / ,
" ~ 1, WT. 1.1) attempt to rnak~ ~re eli apeci~l~,~<~i rentiy being reintroduced by U.S. F~ ~ more diverse wildlife than w~t~rfowl ~ dr~ ~f least terns. Planning work will be finalized In

Enhance the biodiversity within all natural communities (~ome of which ai’~ r~i ~!:i~ at Bay Area restoration proJectt ~ow ~n~ the original aims of this action. June 1999 for creation and restoration of ~e

publicly owned or managed wet- ~ "diverse’) ere represented end ~pp~rt~.~d~i,~i struction. San Frsncls~o’a C, fl=y F~fltd’~F~, ¯ The former emphasis on "bindiv~sity~ has i proposed rafuge’s 565 scr~ of lend and
just native endangered ~:tes. : , : "~.: ,~ ,~ ~.~! was specificelly redesigned to i~,or~o~ broadened into the now popular "~yl!~ : acres of open water. Naval clean up and site

lands and other wildlife habitats as, ¯ The California Bindivere~ Cound! (i~ 38-,m~! California see blite, Point R~y~ btri~’l:~ak planning and management. ,! preparation is still incomplete.

appropriate. , . ststswide group of local, stats and fed~r~[~:’.~,i~i:~,~ salt marsh owls clover; Pier ~ * Federal S.F. Bay wildlife refuges ar~ not~’h~d~ i ~ii ::-̄ governments) continues to wedS, to precede .;. ~.~:~ also include the bltte, uled to begin a management plan. whic~ ~ight .
biodiversity. Efforts since 1996 have j~ ~I * Volunteers in the Sausal include new commitments to blnd[~fs]ty : ~- :9~-96 -, holding regular council rn~ting~:f~ e!l b]Qi’~-.~;i:~ Awareness Program h~ve enhancement, until at least 2005..i    ., " :’

brochures, newsletter~ and data ba~ (~tt :~: ~.,!
ecosystems and fedarel-state-}oc@l pa~t~i~ grown from remnant ., : "
new priority is to move from ocmm,~t~J~h~t~,:,~ wetsrshed, and - ,. , ::

i action and to facilitate on-tbe-greu~td v#=t ,~                                                        .1’

projects for local governme~s. " .... ";~:,!i:!,i.~ monitoring                                                           ’
Resource managers and rest~ratioi?planr~’~;’,.’~ area. " ’ .
increesinglyewareofthenssdtoCr~r~:~,,~ * Alltherestoretion :,,, :

"i ’!!

.diverse assemblages, ofw~andt~! .bi~t=,~;~’~, , ~’~ ~ reportcard - ~~ ¯ .:
include n~ only tidal areas b~t ~a~z~=l ~ ~;: :: ~
lands and supporting upl~nda~ " :,i: ii::’~=:~’~:~:~ the bindiversit~ ": ¯

A regionally coordinated eradicati~l I:!~:)g~li~-~t,~;i
whole. : ’"

Atlantic cordgrsss Spartina e~tsrnffik~r~)~;::’i’~-~! "’ ,

which has been displacing n=t~ ~/~1~ ~te~ij;~: v,’::~.~:
at an alarming rate and homogenlzln~ h~"~ ;- - . ~ ;. :i~

"

was recently proposed by scfentist~=~:J;i":!:!i:,~;-i;~ .:. ¯ . : . .. :
resource managers (see Priori’p/61 ,A,~i~.~.:!ii~.~"~:~i~ !~i’~!~"-’ .                        ". i .~i "

= ’

i’~ " :" "":"~ :’~ " " -: ~’,"..~7:::~L;~!:~:;",

:i...:" . ~:~.: ,. ;~i., AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

’ 25 50%
COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999



INTEGRATION                                                                                                                                                             ~-
o’)

PRIORITY 2 Integrate and improve regulatory, planning, management ~nd scientif[c monitor,ng programs. ~.
¯ Promote multi.agency development and adoption of regulatoe/requirements and monitoring protocols to expedite implementation of ecosystem planning; address multi-media (water/land/air) and (9

local/regional relationships; and secure additional funding.



INTEGRATION

PRIORITY 2.





ECONOMIC INCENTIVES

to and p~se alternative funding a~ngements for envi~nmentally sensitive land use.

Govemment 0n-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities

Action Public, private and cooperative plans, Examples of specific, local
programs and good intentions completed or ,n-progress projects I~ Roadblocks for Further Progress

LAND USE 5.1 , ¯ .:. ~:~.~ ¯ Local ¯ Proposition ¯ Law~ such as Proportions !3 e~d 2!~ kt~[ag~~ ¯ Better America Bonds would a[tew state and
" i ;:. ;/;~ glble to apply for wetershe~ 1998, provided $15

.                        new development, which is ofteJl~the’0h~ W~i9 =: ’Ji~
local governments to preserve open space arid

Create economic Incentives ,that::~!!~ tion and education Watershed Beetore~n Greril to raise funds for infrastructure i~l~f!~rit~: :. ~! protect water quality by pumheaing easements
encourage local governmei~tS tO ~. i!~ CALFED, Categow Ill counties and other local a~sn~[~ Laws regarding "tekfegs~ dls~oUr~.b~g. ~i~’!’,!~ or acquiring title to property including wetlands

Fat=c, :, ,:?;!, "~ "~ ~ :-~
projects of up to $ allowable land uses by local govem~.:~he ;." end threatened farmland, The Clinton

implement measures to Sacramento threat of litigation makes the co~ ~f~ ~ i,i~ Administration’s FY 2000 budget includes fund-
" " water¯hide, Sixteen pro]~t~ ~. it permits for new development too h{g~i! ... ~ !!! fng to enable ~tete and local government~ toand enhance the Estuary.. : "":~ :~:~’i merely $10 million ware a " ..:~!i! ; : i.";i!!

issue $9.5 billion in bond authority over five
: yea re.

93-96 = .:"" .!’i!iI .~;;-:’:~;~;; recommended for fundtng !;’~::i: ~ i ~(’: ¯ The Administration’s FY 2000 Lands Legacy
"~ L.T~i~ * TheCleenWaterAct’s -~19t~J, ¯ .;:i;..:~.:~ .~ ~.. Initietive provides $83 million for tbe National

¯ .:" ~ii ~i : i;;i has focused during the " :== .: :: /’:~.~ ~. :~,:; ~: Oceanic and Atmospheric Admini~ration, includ-
: !::i.~i~! watershed management "" ::;:i;:~. ~. .~ ~: ing $19 million to stat~ for estue~l protections,

vention. In 1997 and :: interior for matching grants for open space pro-
~-:. ~,.~ received funds, jncludlr ’.~!::~ = . ,: tsetionplanning.

~’: ; ’ Io:; management and ~,scer Gotltlty, : .-~ i= i i!i ~,21st Century provides funding for sustainable=.: _’ = i ; i~!
¯ The federal Trenaportetion Equity Act for the

~, ii;’~ ........ " ~’ o ’ ¯ Lobby for Jmplementstion dollers for the Cosetal
i~:i : ii~’.:~ . ..~:-:~=~:~,~.~¥,.~ " ¯ : ’. ~ Zone Management Act, to be reeuthorized in

1999.

:::,:~,.~:~.~’~i " ~ii " ; ¯ The Santa Clara Va]leyWaterehed Management

:"
~ -~ii;:::’~,:;~ ’ ~:" ’: " ~ ¯ Find out the needs of baylands property ownere,

~ " ~ ¯ i’:’~; . .~:~!~.:.:!~_,;:~,~ ~ ¯ .... ": ~ ! : " and help them financially with repairs to levees,
¯

....... ÷- .; : ...... ~° " " .... "¯ ronmentaily-friendty way.

LAND USE 5.4 ...
Identify financial barriers to irnple.
menting the actions recommehded!
in the Land Use Management: i
Program and propose altemative:’!.:~
funding arrangements.

~
93-96 ......

¯ . :.,, ................ AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

COMPREHENSIVE CON$ERVAT[ONAND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999

i I =,~



URBAN RUNOFF                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            ~

PRIORITY 4̄ Improve the management and control of urban runoff,
o,

Government On-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities

Action Pu :,,c,p v aar, coo ra vo ,ans,
pregrams and good intentions completed or in-pregrees projects Roadblocks for Further Progress

POLLUTION PREVENTION * Development of totsl rcexim~r~t de]]~i~i ¯ ¯ Limit~ on finencla~ resource., ~lat~ ~1 ~|e~i~ ¯ Research on rcethyletion (the procese by which! i;,;i tTMDLa) for pollutants haS~t,o.ffl~ ~f~) copper and understanding inorganic mercury is converted to orphic mar-AND REDUCTION 2.1 1 ..... ty for the U.S. EPA. Both ~ ~ll.Ft~ signs to the NPDES ~ curt/) has been identified as e high priority by
Pursue a mass emissions Sfrateg~i~.; Regional Board and the C ,~lt~ilV~J[~ R~ The S.F. Regional Board =aft.

Board ere developing TMDL pi~d~ ~r;;~l[! special workgrm}p oftbe 8ant~ ¯ Reducing pollutants in agricultural runoff may be
to reduce pollutant dischargesto~- bodies on the 1998 3~(~ li~t o~:l~=~ Ioadings the next foc= of emi=iona reduction ~fforts. A
the Estuary from point and n0n:,i:, ies. ’ 5, Land Use 3.1) char waste discharge Umit on selenium was impc~ed

point sources and to adtJre~;:the’,:! "
maxirnurc dai]~ on ferrners in the Grasslands Basin by the

Central Valley Regional Board in 1~J8,
accumulation of pollutants i~ttt inclu~, an offset ¯ Deltskeeper has notified 16 Stod~ton-ares
arine organisms and sedlmehf3~!!~! businesses that it intends tO file suit against

them for failure to comply with the stete’~
~’, .~~:,=:ii~ ¯ The Central Valley Regional Bo’~i ~~ General Industrla~ Pan’nit. More such

notifications are expected.93-98 ::~ .. ~:!!~ii~’! 319(h) gent program have

rcent for mercun/,
gen loading in the Delt~ sod,~t~ !

POLLUTION PREVENTION ,.;;~ * ¯ A pilot Integ= ¯ Only 20% of California bu~

~1~

- Ill.elf ~’ ~y’ ~.;i:.~ ¯ Sustainable Cenaewation, an environmenta~

~ii in Bay Area water bodi= w~r~! act was launched b) the General Induetrial Permit a~ i~i ~0.~i~flce;;-~i group, is conducting e feasibility study to deter-AND REDUL’-FION 2.4 ;:;,:i,~., Urban Pesticide Comrnitte~, ~ Saniter~ with its requirements, acoordiil~t0.~.~,~!~: ~! .i~ rein¯ ff a partnership approach can be used to

Improve the management arid, :i i:i:i~i ho~der$’ Water Quality Control Plar~ irf 1 ¯ Regulato~ agencies lack ~Uffi~ieti{ ~:~ ~!:;/~ control non-point sources of pollutants.

control of urban runoff from pUbltC’;i
urban storesesllingpeeticid..$tore~, resources to enforce exieting rlmofleW~, ~::/~!’i ¯ Flood control end stormwater pollution l:~ven- O~

¯ Stormweter management progl;ii~i~ ¯ The Urban Pesticide Committeel’~ ~ff0tt ~o: ii.’~".:ii
tion efforts should be linked.." : ~ ~;i 1993-96continuedtorceturekridek’~t~ trainingand private sources, . : L i: i:~ develop e etretegy for reduc!n~

runoff pollutants, including pet~t~¢i~ IPM workshops for the pubr~- ¯ There ~s an ongomg r~ed for gre~er fina~}~,’,: .3rn~tals, and sets forth a generat.~ resources to establish the litll~ frOl’i!, pt~lJ~-~
solutions, including further studiO;-: :-}~.i ¯ Start at the Source, a reSi~enl~

sources to urban runoff and water. ~1~ i~::.i~i
;. ...... .~.~ 1997 by BASMAA, which

; ::: ~:" ~i :=~,
..: .,~:~!,~.~!~ workshops iUustratlng flow BMPs~i’I ¯ Resistance to new controls by ~tate ~J (edei’~.i,:

regulatory agencies, some OfWhioh ~iw, ~
"’ : " ii":~~ . ~; :’: ~~: An updated edition funding from the peetici~ )hduetr~; t~(nder~ i¯
" " " "":!:; i~:-~ :’~’~ ; industrial efforts to red~e peetic(del~ ~ ruh0ff, " ’ ’~: :

’ ,. : L:i : "’ :’: : be published in April !999~ ¯ Changing codes and design eb~nd~i~ pt~eent9 . :!
" -’ ": " workshep~ is planned for [ete 9 a significant challenge. Many muni~f~l~di~

. ¯ ’ ."i- ~!~ ¯Controlling
." ,;.:" ::~ .; " ;: ~.’~i ..... parking Iota, and rcany ston~wat~r ce~Wa~e

. ;:: ~;~ " eystarcsareunnecessari~/la~, . i ’:
: i and is conducting " ¯

i~" ~ " .~ ’~:- :!"~
paign, including erosion ~ontrO| v
a manual developers andbdllde~::;.:.!.i:, :~:’ : ’ i

’ . : ..:’: ~.’ :’, Port of Stockton ":. _ : ,

. - .i’ :!..;~.!.~;:i~ ~ " ;:. :i !~?i~ ~.~, number of BMPs to . ~:. i;

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1 996-1 999



URBAN RUNOFF ~

PRIORITY 4. o                                                 ~



WATERSHEDS

PRIORITY ~
Prepere and implement watershed management plans throughout the Estuary.

a~ut the connections between land use, trans~ation and water quality.



WATERSHEDS~o~"

PRIORITY 5.                                            ~



EXOTIC SPECIES

PRIORITY 6¯ Reduce and control exotic species introductions and spread in the Estuary via ship ballast and other means.



EXOTIC SPECIES

PRIORITY 6.



EXOTIC SPECIES                                                                                                                                                    ~

PRIORITY 6.                                                 ~

AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

: ~% ~’~l: ~ ~i 19-44%
COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1 996-1 999



CCMP AWARENESS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      ~

PRIORITY 7. 8uildawarenessaboutCCMPtmplementatlon. ~



ESTUARY AWARENESS

PRIORITY 8
Increase publlc awareness about the Estuary’s natural resources and the need to protect them.

¯ In particular, develop grassroots outreach and school.based education programs.

Government On-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation Current Gaps Ideas & Opportunities

Action Pub,c, private and cooperative plans, Examples of specific, local
programs and good intentions completed or in-progress projects ~t Roadblocks for Further Progress

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 2.2        ¯ The SF Regional Board permit= dl~l’lir~er~ to ii.~’,;, ~ Custom-designed education programse,;"" ’:~ ’ii:’i                            ¯ When funded, the San Francisco Bay Area
fund environmental projects, includ!ng ~J~DI.~ offered by Friends of the EstUary t0’B~y ~’1~;: :-!;I Conservancy program, established in 1996 ar~

Work with education groups, inter- - projects, in lieu of a portion Of the fl~es: ": "’ ::i.’i schools. Projects Jnc[ude dsssro~m I~ ffeldle~,~i
¯ administered by the Coastal Conservancy, will

imposed for violations. Since 1996o more than~20i.:! sons. teacher training and curriculum dev~[0~~ l:".i~ able to undertake end/or fund environmental’ :-pretive centers, decision-makers . general and school-based educail~n proj~s ¯ :;~ mont. More than 15 schools hiWfl p~ _r’~i~.i~’~) education projects. :. :
and the general public to build . have received funding. ..... ~i?~,Fdends programs since 1996. ~ ’..: ~ i ~ :~ ¯ The Port of Oakland is seeking local ~rgsniza~.
awareness, appreciation, knowl- The Aquatic Outreach Instituts’s Kids ip~ C~’~!~!, ...~ , tigris specializing in environmental ed~lc~tion=~

~.i."i Kids in Marshes, Kids in Gardens and ~}~.~ operate science and environmental education"edge and understanding of the ’ . ~ .~, Our Watersheds programs train ~e~e~a~.~:i~ ~: programs at the proposed Midd!~ Harbor. " "
Estuary’s natural resources and the/! ’ ~!’. ii:., ;~,:;~ through them students end the generalp~b~-.,:.~ ~

Shoreline Park!Middle Harbor Enhancement ~,
about the Estuary’s natu~l reeour~ an~ ~’,~i~=~:~ : ! Area.need to protect them. " ’ ’ .... :,~,~ point source pollution. Sinc~ i99~ more t~ ,~;~ ¯ Local watershed programs should include publi�,

’ :~:" "~ ~’’~ teachershaveparticipet~ihthe~p=:qgran,’~:,i~ :
~ 8~-96 : The [nstitute’s Teacher Action Grai’~t pr~~i~;~

education components.

tdbutes $20,000 a year to tsacher~ for
and prevention of non-point source policing: i~,.:~!                                                                      " "

,, "’ , ’; Exploring The Estuary, a computerized prog~i!:,!~ i
about the Estuary, runs as a perma~le~qt :~Xhibit
seven museums and visitor’s ca~lte~ aroui!d,th# i:~ ": ~ "

: . ii :.’~ Estuary and is used by several hundred ¢du~r~i
" toteachsbouthumanimpsctsontheE~uq~i.--?J ~

~!i ~i:i~"The Nape County RCD and the San Jos~ :::!~i

i!i      Watershed Grants Program era.s.mongd0Za.n~=0|~: !
Bay Area agencies and programs’that
education pro’acts focusing on E~tupryl O~h#tt"
include the Lindsay Wild[ife Mzlseurp and t~ =
Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Contr,{ Plar~~ :,:~

: i" :: i:;~ ¯ More than $400,000 in funding {oredUcational ;:i::~:
.... : :~ !T~ i programs in the Delta and Cent~i ~!le~ ~ter~.i ~                               ..

sheds was provided by CALFED,
the CVPIA between 1995 and 1998 :    ’:"! :~’

¯ S.F. Estuary Project’s ~ater Education Prog~
’ : ~; works with state and federal egend~to pt~vl~

..... ’ ~!:~!:~ outreach and education to the boating~m~ri~
~ ¯ ~’~; ty about the Estuary’s natural resources a~di~!?! ..

need to protect them. It works with bo.a~.f~
marinas on the need to u,~ pump-ou~ ~:~o~1#
prevent pollution. It has developed andd~:;

..! ~5 uted ten of thousands of broc~ .req~i~n~J ~eI~S:-
-.:! depictingpump-outstations... - - .:

¯ i ¯ San Franczsco 8aySavers, a program
by the Alameda County Resource Cor~erv~tj~h’:
District w~h f~ding fror~ the A~ar~sd~ C~U~"~-:~
wide Clean Water Program, advocates 4.th ~ "~:;
about protecting watersheds, crake end t~e’B~py,~

~X I:; The pr°gram is °~rad in 200 dszs~°°rns "Y~;’.ii~: ........ " .
¯ Adopt-A-Watershed, a national programmer

/    ~ useslocalwatershedsasthefound~tion~r~~:’~; AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

:~ ii~

integrated science curriculum’ °peratse Pi;i)J~!’~}i

50 75%

in Contra Costa Msrin San Frsnc~),Ssn
Msteo, Sen Mete~ and Sor~oma ~6u~e~!;:i,
Outside the classroom studenlz ,hd volti~,~’,:~;
lead tong-term field stud se re#t~on~r~t~.~g
and community education proJqC~.,- !~;

¯ See a so Pr or t es 4 and 5. .

(::OMPREHENSIVE (:::ONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN I~PLEMENTAT]ON PROGRESS "I ~-’l 0~



REGIONAL MONITORING

Build on the 1993 regional monitoring strategy and ~pond program to address all five key CCMP issues (dredging, pollution, biol~ical resources, land use and freshwater diversion); update monitoring strategy
for urban runoff (including air deposition); integrate with Priority 2.



£CMP INCLUSION

Government On-the-Ground
& Private Initiatives Implementation Currant Gaps Ideas & Opportunities
programs and good intentions completed or in-progress projects ~t Roadblocks for Further Progress

No specific CCMP actions ¯ Under the under the Clinton Admlnletmtt00’$ :~ e A comparison of CCMP and CALFED pr~i~ ¯ An S.F. Estuary Project request that CALFED i:: ¯ The US Department of the I~er(or’e FY
1998 Clean Water Ac~n Plan, EPA enco~a~ ’!~ activities in the areas of water quelity,wate~ include the entire Bey in the geograph~ ~pe:of ! budget proposal includes a request for $’75 ~i~-
states to consider existing wateret~edma~r~ge-i- ,~ land use and research/monitodt~g Weal ~ its Ecosystem Restoration Programwas defiied.: :; lion for CALFED implementation and $20
ment plans, such as the CCMP,’aa WsteL’~ ~ ed by the S,F. Estuary Project, The Eztuery ’, CALFED has recently funded a few p~@~s i~ :" to initiate other activities in accord with th~
Restoration Action Strategies for prior~, ~p~e~- ’i;! Project euggseted that CALFED ~dopt CCMP areas south of the original geogrephl¢ ~ of i" CALFED program, including water use efflc ency,;
sheds. In FY !999, EPA received $100 ~11~. for : ~ actions in these areas. Although =ores ~,~ its p an; however, CALFE[~’s focus ¢ont~u~ [o ~ water quality and watershed management init
implementstionoftheseztrategie|. !ill-:.~:~ "i issuesralsedwereaddressed~"e~ef.’:i be the Delta and its wstershed. ...... ’i tires.

~"~-~ ~ :"~’. ] CALFED’s plene, therewes nowi~eS~!e:a~. ¯ SFEPetsffchargedwtth CCMPimp}e,mentati~n ,’,i ¯ CCMP representatives should continue to work- . .i ~ tion of CCMP actions. ~ ...... were required to resign from BDAC i~ g~:~’ t~ ’": ~: with CALFED to include the entiie Bay in the,
apply for grants through CALFED ~]ue to per~ ""::i CALFED program.

islands Workgroup became apart ..~. ~LFE calved conflicts of interest. . .
i i-!; ’= ::!i Levee and ChannetTechni~!.Tea~:TJ~y~ ¯ Key resource egeocies are often not ~ejbrel’e~te~]:il

group circulated a "Coordin~on ~.Eff0~ at CCMP meetings. Greater pall.nerSl~]~ b~ e~q
ument stipulating a comm:~F~ert~ t,(~.~r~;~e~ agencies is needed.

est groups and landowners; which re.sUtt~                                    "
the development of a demonstr~tiqnp~                                       ~ " " :;

" i ~,~;i test methods of protecting the lsl~’!ol~

:" ¯ The Nstiona] Estuary Projectand U.S. ’ iI

.,. ~ = revolving funds. . .

~ : ’~ ’,::!~=~!~"~;~ AVERAGE IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL:

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1 996-1 999



APPENDIX A Wetlands and Riparian Habitat Acquired and Restored in the S.F. Bay-Delta Estuary*
Between July 1996 and March 1999

MAJOR WETLAND & RIPARIAN ACQUISITION£!~O,~! ’ ¯ .~! .: i~ .......... PLANNED OR IN-PROGRESS RESTORATION AND
(2,928 wetlands and 7,255 riparian "~ ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS: 19,109 acres "

(of current wetland areas or areas to be rest0red~i~:
(17,878 restoration and 1,231 enhancement) . ,

lap with restoration projects list) .
NORTH BAY : ,. "

NORTH BAY ’ ’ ~: ": ~ * Alameda Naval Air Station, Alameda County, 32
¯ Camp Two, Sonoma County, 608 acres (diked (restoration), U.S.Fish & Wildlife

Wildlife Conservation Board & Cal Fish & Game ,.~, ......-,.~. ¯ American Canyon, Napa County, 519 acres {restoratt0r~l
¯ Bull Island, San Pablo Bay, 109 acres (existi# 490 acre acquisition pending), Cal Fish & Game,.-

Napa County Land Trust & Cal Fish & Game ...... City of American Canyon, Napa Land Trust . " ’ :
¯ Pillar Point, San Mateo, 23 acres (existing w.~.[a.nd.si,..ii’i~I. ¯ Bay Point, Contra Costa County, 150 acres (rest0rat on),..

San Mateo County Parks East Bay Regional Parks . .. ....
.,.~ ~ ;, ¯ Camp Two, Sonoma County, 608 acres (restoration),. i

SOUTH BAY .~. :..~. Cal Fish & Game and Wildlife Conservation Board "
¯ Crissy Field, San Francisco, 30 acres (restoration)~ GGNRA~-

¯ Bair Island, San Mateo County, 1,600 acres (dik#d ¯ Cullinan Ranch, Schema County, 1,496 acre~ (reatoral;Ien}i.’Peninsula Open Space Trust, U.S. Fish & Wildlif.~
Conservancy, Wildlife Conservation Board ....~ :,i~.;~ .:i~ U.S. Fish & Wildlife and Ducks Unlimited

~ ~:i :~.::~.:~:~ ¯ Hamilton Marin County 800 acres (restorationfl00 ac~.e
¯ . ~ acquisition pending), Coastal Conservancy " : !’ !:

DELTNSUISUN .... ¯ MacNabney Marsh, Contra Costa Cou.nty, 200 {~r~s. i~ i:ii:~.:.:~.i!!~i!
¯ Bjelland Property, Sacramento County, 93 ~res (restoration), Shell Trust, Contra Costa Mosquito

the Nature Conservancy " " Control, Cal Fish & Game & East Bay Regional Parks:L
¯ Cosumnes River Preserve, Sacramento County, ~5qCi~s:.~’. ¯ Martinez Shoreline, Contra Costa County, 400 aciffS

(riparian), Department of Water Resources . :~: ;i:i::~- (restoration), East Bay Regional Parks " i
¯ Cosumnes River Preserve, Whaley Property ¯ Napa Sonoma Marshes Wildlife Area, 9,000 acres187 acres (87 marsh, 100 riparian of a 29~! I~crep!~p~)i Cal Fish & Game (Ducks Unlimited will enhado~Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture :."L:I !~ COMPLETED RESTORATION AND
¯ Cesumnes River Preserve (Shaw Property), : " ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS: 13,656 a~es:i:i!:~!;~’~’’:-’:z:L’~ acres and restore Pond 8 -- 173 acres n. riearfutui’e) ’. ..

182 acres (riparian of a 597 acre (6,100 restoration and 7,%6 enhancemi~il~!;.!.!:i~#’ii-!~.i:i. ¯ Naoa~ River. Flood Contol,. Napa County, 115 acres. ,...-.. ~ ....
(floodplain restoratmn & enhancement), Napa Cotlpb/Conservancy .ii .~:.; .~.. ~ ;:;i":::": and Coastal Conservancy " ’

¯ Denier Family Trust, Sacramento County, 300 NORTH BAY : ~ ~... :": ~..i~:. i~ii~:~::::~ " " :¯ Petaluma Marsh Expansion Project, Matin CountY,lQ0
vernal of a 1,200 acre property), The ¯ Gallinas Creek, Marin County, 5 acres (er!!~a~eoi)~:!i.t:!i’~i~!;ii.i~ii~ (restoration/50 as mitigation), Matin Audubon,
Wildlife Conservation Board

’ .......... "~"~i~ Marin Audubon Society and Coastal Con~__ar~..et’".--.’ ~i. :~ :.:.i~!;~-!i~i Coastal Conservancy
l Grizzly Island Wildlife Area, Solano County, 200 a!;res~ ;:,: i~;.~.’.;~ ¯ Tolay Creek, Sonoma County, 435 acre8 (!1~ ~06.t.i~i:~.r~ ¯ Point Edith Contra Costa County, 850 acres=

Cal Fish & Game ". ~ ~::~"~%Z::~ 318 enhancement) U.S, Fish & Wild ire " ~-J...;~.’=. i.~~i~4:,;;::.>:~!;! Contra Costa Mosquito & Vector Control .
¯ Medford Island, San Joaquin County, 232 ’ ’ .....¯ ......~¯ Tubbs Island, Sonoma County, 125 acres (snhaqce~a.rlt~,~,: .;~.~’;’;~., ~ ¯ Rush Creek, Marin, 280 acres (enhancement), " ....Natural Resources Conservation Service ~ , ....... Ducks Unl mited & U.S. Fish& Wildlife " : .: :i ;:.L’~:’’" .................... Marin Audubon Society - :
¯ Park Property, Sacramento County, 300 acres " ~:~ ~:~’~-=:~ ¯ Tubbs Island, Schema County, 72 acres (restoration};,-.;acre property), The Nature Conservancy and SOUTH BAY ¯                       . : 4~.:-;::US Fish & Wildlife . -:Conservation Board ’

¯ era Loma Marsh, 364 acres (restorat on)i- -::::::;,:=:~. :’ii( : " :~¯ San Joaquin River National Wildlife Refu . " ~ .... :---":~’ ,~ " .East Bay Regmnal Parks    . :.: : ............. SOUTH BAY(riparian), U.S. Fish & Wildlife ¯ Shoreline at Mountain View, Santa Clam ~1 ¯ Bair Island, San Mateo County, 1,600 acres¯ Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge, . (restoration), City of Mountain View " ’ U.S. Fish & Wildlife " ’~.~148 acres, U.S. Fish & Wildlife "





NEW PRIORITIES, NEW FRONTIERS 1999-2004

CONCLUSION TOP PRIORITY Reduce pollution of the Estuary from urban and agricul-
This report card documents progress in tackling the top ten Expand, restore and protect Bay-Delta wetlands, tural runoff, and other non-point sources.

Improve the management end control of urban runoff from public and privatecritical issues facing Bay-Delta users, managers, watchdogs Acquire more wetlands through public-private partner~hipa and expanded private sources (extend atormwater programs to fast-growing Delta towns); improve the
and communities in 1996. Three years later, these critical state and federal financial assistance to individual landowners; restore non-wet- management and control of agricultural sources of toxic substances; developland areas to wetlands (including seasonal) or riparian (included shaded riverine) control measures to reduce pollutant Ioadinga fron~ energy and transportationissues remain much the same but with a different spin, habitat; complete a comprehensive regional wetlands management plan (which systems (and to address muhi-media, multi-jurisdictional pollution management
reflecting awareness of changes in the times, the ecosystem, includes public acquisition priorities, public-privste restoration efforts, and problems); pursue a mass emissions strategy (TMDLs) to reduce pollutantimproved mitigation; and enhance the biodiversity within all publicly owned wet- discharges from all sources; increase long-term education programs onthe politics, the funding and the effectiveness of efforts to lands); establish an implementation program to achieve wetland protection po]i- pollution prevention.
address the issues documented in this report card. cies; and improve wetland protection under the Clean Water Act (including

strengthening wetland regulation programs). CCMP Actions: 2.4, 2.5, Z8 & 2.1 and PI Z5

Based on these changes, diverse interests involved in CCMP Actions: WT 1.1, 2.1,3, Z4, 3.1, 3.2, 4.1 and WL 2,2
using, managing, conserving and restoring the Bay-Delta Strengthen public awareness about the Estuary’s
revisited the priorities chosen in 1996 and updated them OTHER PRIORrrlES natural resources.
for 1999-2004. The following priorities will guide the efforts Prevent the introduction of exotic organisms, plants and Build awareness, appreciation, knowledge and understanding of the Estuary’s
of the lead federal and state agencies, the implementation animals into the Estuary from all sources, and control natural resources and the need to protect them; educate the public about how

human actions impact the Estuary (and about the connections between land use,
committee, and the nonprofits who agreed in 1993 to their spread, transportation and water quality); build awareness about Bay-Delta progress in

environmental management, restoration and protection efforts as well as setbackschampion implementation of the S.F. Estuary Project’s Develop, implement and enforce stringent regulations to control the dissharges of (i.e. CCMP implementation); provide opportunities for citizen involvement in
145-action Comprehensive Conservotion and Management Plan ships ballast water within the Estuary (both in the Bay and in upstream fresh CCMP implementation, and for revisions to the CCMP; provide a centralwater ports); prohibit the intentional introduction to aquatic exotic species; control clearinghouse for communication and coordination of all informationfor the Bay and Delta. Each priority appears below followed problem exotic species already in the Estuary; implement predator control pro- concerning the Estuary.
by the specific language of the relevant CCMP actions, as grams in areas where introduced predators are a constraint to maintenance and

restoration of native populations; develop programs to educate the public about CCMPActions: P/1.1, 1,2, 1.3, 1.5 & 2.2 and LU 4.1
crafted by regional consensus and approved by the Governor exotic species impacts, and their incidental transport or introduction,
and the U.S. EPA Administrator in 1993. CCMPActions:AR2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.~ a WL 3.1 Expand the regional monitoring program to address all

In general, it is the overall goal of those responsible for key CCMP issues, including pollution, wetlands, water-
oversight of CCMP implementation to facilitate integration Promote watershed management sheds, dredging, biological resources, land use and
and coordination of regulatory, planning, management and throughout the Estuary. flows. Integrate the results of scientific monitoring into
monitoring programs to address CCMP actions, priorities and Prepare and implement watershed management plans that include the following management and regulatory actions.comp[imentery elements: wetland protection, stream protection and the redt}ction
bottlenecks, of pellutants in runoff; include watemhed management in local general plans. Develop and implement the regional monitoring strategy, v/nich will integrate and

The CCMP’s champions will also work with federal CCMPActions: LU 1.1 & 3.1 expand on existing efforts and eventually be part of a comprehensive regional
monitoring program. Refine and coordinate existing monitoring programs to: bet-

and state agencies, and through the political process, to tar evaluate ecosystem responses to phased and Ioog term water qualm/end flow

build CCMP recommendations into all Bay-Delta planning Create incentives that encourage local government, standards; and to more fully characterize ecosystem processes and properties.

and restoration efforts and funding decisions, landowners and communities to protect and restore CCMPActione:RM2.1andAR 1.1

TO these ends, they will also promote multi-agency the Estuary.
Create economic (and institutional) incentives that encourage local governments to Promulgate baseline inflow standards for San Francisco,

development and adoption of regulatory requirements and take action to pmtsct the Estuary; develop new funding mechanisms to pay for San Pablo and Suisun Bays to protect and restore the
monitoring protocols to expedite ecosystem restoration, and plans, physical improvements and program administration to protect estuary Estuary ecosystem.
to address bottlenecks such as multi-media (water/land/air)

resources (make federal and state funds available for Iocel watershed planning and
other programs, as well as for capital improvements and maintenance projects); Adopt and implement water quality and flow standards and operational require-

pollution problems and local/regional land use issues, investigate and c~eate incentives that promote active private s~-tor participation in merits designed to halt and reverse the decline of aquatic estuarine resources.
cooperative efforts to protect and restore the Estuary; identify and develop censis- (The standard should take the form of a water right, water quality standard or
tent policies for integrated resource protection on the part of local governments, state or federal law.)
end integrate with state land-use related initiatives. CCMP A~tions: AFt 4.1, 5. I. 5.2, 5.3, 8.1, 6.2 & 6.3

CCMP Actions: LU S.1, 5.2, 5.3, 2.1 & 1.3

COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 1996-1999
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